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Abstract
Light trapping is an ideal method for surveying nocturnal moths, but in the absence of standardised survey methods effects
of confounding factors may impede interpretation of the acquired data. We explored the influence of weather, time of year,
and light source on nightly catches of macro moths in light traps, and compared four strategies for sampling by estimating
observed species richness using rarefaction. We operated two traps with different light sources for 225 consecutive nights
from mid-March to the end of October in eastern Germany in 2011. In total, 49 472 individuals of 372 species were recorded.
Species richness and abundance per night were mainly influenced by night temperature, humidity and lamp type. With a
limited sample size (,10 nights) it was slightly better to concentrate sampling on the warmest summer nights, but with
more sampling nights it was slightly better to sample during the warmest nights in each month (March to October). By
exploiting the higher moth activity during warm nights and an understanding of the species’ phenology, it is possible to
increase the number of species caught and reduce effects of confounding abiotic factors.
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Introduction
Insects are the most species-rich taxon with about one million
species described worldwide, corresponding to more than half of
all known species [1,2]. Due to their high ecological diversification
and short generation times, insects are useful indicators of
environmental change [3,4]. Lepidoptera (butterflies and moths)
is one of the largest insect orders with 160,000 described species, of
which 95% are moths [5,6]. Moths play important roles in many
ecosystems as pollinators, herbivores, and prey for a wide range of
species such as birds and bats [7,8]. The distribution and ecology
of moths are well known in comparison to many other
invertebrates [9]. In recent decades, steep declines of moth
populations have been observed. For instance, in Great Britain,
the abundance of macro-moths decreased by 28% between 1968
and 2007 [9] and similar negative trends have been found in
Sweden [10] and the Netherlands [11]. Such declines are expected
to have cascading effects at both higher (bats, birds) and lower
(plants) trophic levels due to the keystone role of moths in many
ecosystems [8,12].
The most widely applied method to survey moths is to use light
traps, which exploit their attraction to artificial light [10,13–16].
Light traps can be designed in various ways and operated using
different light sources; both of these modifications are known to
affect trap performance [17,18]. Weather factors, such as
temperature, and rainfall, also influence catch size [19,20].
However, there have been few rigorous evaluations of trap
efficiency (e.g. [20–22]). This is problematic because methodolog-
ical inconsistencies may restrict the value of monitoring data by
complicating attempts to assess trends and compare results across
studies and regions [23].
In the presented study we investigated efficient, standardised
ways of surveying macro-moths using light traps in an agricultural
landscape in Germany. We determined effects of four weather
parameters (temperature, wind speed, air humidity, and precip-
itation), lamp type, and time of year on the species richness and
numbers of moths trapped per night. Based on the outcome of
these analyses, we formulated different strategies for sampling at a
specific temperature or time of year, and estimated the number of
moth species caught using these strategies.
Materials and Methods
All legal permits required to collect field data were authorised
by the municipality of Do¨beln (Unteren Naturschutzbeho¨rde). The
landowner was informed about the study, and approved it in
advance. The study did not involve catching any protected species.
The experiment was established near the village Auterwitz (N
51‘09’37.40; E 18‘12’00.17) in the German federal state of
Saxony. The area is dominated by intensive agriculture (.90%
arable land) that is typical for large regions of central and northern
Europe. We used two Ryrholm light traps [24] with different light
sources: a 250 W mercury lamp (Sylvania HSL-GW) and a 40 W
ultra-violet fluorescent tube (Wemlite TT40WX). The lights
attract the moths to the traps where they fall down through a
funnel and into a box where they rest until identification. To avoid
damaging the collected specimens, the box contained egg trays
between which the moths could hide. The traps were placed in an
open grassland area at a distance of 40 m to one another. The
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attraction of light traps decreases with distance, and is low at
distances exceeding 20 m [25–27], and the 40 m distance was
chosen to minimise trap interference while securing similar
environmental conditions near the traps. To avoid possible
influence of the local site on trap performance, the traps were
rotated between the two positions three times within the sampling
period.
We operated the traps every night from 21 March to 31
October, 2011, for a total of 225 sampling nights for each lamp
type. The lamps were automatically switched on at dawn and off
at dusk using twilight sensors. The traps were emptied every
morning. All macro-moths (predominantly belonging to the
families Noctuidae and Geometridae) were identified to species
level using several identification guides [28–33]. To test the
influence of weather on trap performance, we used 16 parameters
reflecting weather conditions for each trapping night, measured at
a climate station in Salbitz, approximately 10 km south of the
sampling location. Parameters were calculated as averages of one
measure per hour from 10 pm to 4 am. From these 16 parameters,
we used pairwise Pearson’s correlations to select four independent
(r,0.40, i.e. weak correlation [34]) ones for further analyses:
average temperature, average wind speed, average air humidity
and total precipitation, all of which are known to affect light
trapping of moths (e.g. [20,28]). Moonlight is also known to affect
light trap efficiency [20,36], and was included as a factor in the
correlation matrix. However, due to its correlation with temper-
ature and because recommendations for sampling are easier to
make using temperature, moonlight was excluded from further
analyses.
Statistical analyses
All statistical analyses were conducted in R v. 3.0.0 [37]. We
analysed the relationships of two catch parameters (the number of
moths and moth species caught per night: abundance and species
richness, respectively) with temperature, wind speed, air humidity,
precipitation, and the two light sources (the 250 W mercury lamp
and 40 W ultra-violet fluorescent tube), using generalised linear
mixed models (GLMM) with a Poisson error distribution
implemented in the lme4 package [38]. Date and trap position
were included as random factors. No interactions were considered
in these models. Models were compared using an information
theory approach based on Akaike’s information criterion (AIC).
We used AICc (i.e. AIC with a second-order correction for sample
size) and Akaike weights (i.e. the probability of the best fit among
the set of candidate models), derived using the MuMIn package
[39], to assess the relative fit of models with different combinations
of parameters to the data. Model averaging was performed on all
models with DAICc,8 to circumvent the problem of model
selection uncertainty, in which the contribution of each candidate
model to the average parameter estimates is proportional to the
model weight. Before model averaging, the global model was
standardised to a mean of 0 and an SD of 0.5 using the arm
package [40]. Standardisation enables the interpretation of
parameter estimates in relation to each other by placing them
on a comparable scale, irrespective of whether the parameters are
categorical or continuous [41].
To identify the periods of the year most important to cover for
trapping the most species of moths, we analysed changes in
community between consecutive months. As a measure of monthly
species turnover, two types of incidence based (dis)similarity
indices were calculated: the Jaccard index and a modified version
of the Simpson index (sensu [42]). Both indices range from 0 to 1,
where 1 equals 100% similarity. The Jaccard index is calculated
as:
j~
a
azbzc
ð1Þ
where a is the number of shared species between two consecutive
months, and b and c are the number of unique species recorded in
each month (i.e. the number of shared species divided by total
species richness). The modified Simpson index is calculated by
dividing the number of shared species by the number of species
recorded in the month with the lowest number of species (d):
S~
a
d
ð2Þ
Thus, this index distinguishes changes in species richness from
changes in species turnover [43]. For example, the total species
Figure 1. Effects of lamp type and weather parameters on
moth species richness (a) and abundance (b). The parameter
estimates and 95% CI are derived from model averaging. All estimates
are on a comparable scale due to standardisation of the models.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0092453.g001
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richness for April and May was 178, of which 32 species were
unique for April, 119 were unique for May and 27 species were
shared between months. The resulting Jaccard index is 0.15,
indicating low compositional similarity. However, the modified
Simpson index is 0.46, which is much higher since the large
difference in the number of species does not affect the outcome.
We compared estimates of observed species richness obtained
from four sampling strategies using rarefaction. We tested
strategies in relation to night temperature and time of year,
because species composition varied over the season and
temperature was the most important weather factor affecting
species richness. The activity of most species peaked during the
summer, suggesting that sampling concentrated in this time
period would be most efficient. The strategies were: i) ALL –
sampling in all nights (n = 225), ii) SUMMER – sampling only
in nights in June, July and August (n = 92), iii) WARMEST
SUMMER – sampling only in the warmest nights in June, July
and August (n = 23, temperature .16.4uC), and iv) WARMEST
MONTHLY – sampling only in the warmest nights of each
months (n = 56). The warmest nights belonged to the warmest
quartile of each time period.
Results
In total, we caught 49472 individuals belonging to 372
species. Most species belonged to two families: Noctuidae (46%)
and Geometridae (33%). The two most abundant species were
the two noctuids Xestia c-nigrum and Hoplodrina octogenarian,
comprising 14% and 10% of all individuals caught, respectively.
Most species were rare; singletons of about 20% of all species,
and five or less individuals of about 40% of the species, were
recorded (Table S1). Species richness and abundance per night
were positively correlated with temperature, and abundance was
negatively correlated with air humidity (Figure 1; Table 1).
There were also significant differences in catches between the
two lamps used; the trap with the 250 W mercury lamp caught
29953 individuals representing 334 species, while the trap with
the 40 W ultra-violet fluorescent tube caught 19519 individuals
representing 299 species. The standardised estimate of temper-
ature effects was an order of magnitude larger than the
standardised estimate of lamp type effects, suggesting that
temperature is the most important factor for trapping moths.
Species richness and abundance were not significantly influ-
enced by rain or wind speed.
The number of species captured per night increased
dramatically in mid-May and remained high (,40 species)
throughout August (Figure 2a). Catches of about 25% of species
peaked during spring (March – May), 65% during summer
(June – August), and about 10% during autumn (September –
October) (Figure 3). Moth abundance displayed a similar
pattern to species richness, but showed a clear peak in the
beginning of April (Figure 2b). The similarity indices showed
that there were large changes in species composition over time;
the Jaccard index between two consecutive months ranged from
15 to 51% similarity and the modified Simpson index ranged
from 46 to 78% similarity (Figure 4).
More species were captured when sampling on warm nights
than when sampling, during the same number of nights, with no
specific temperature restrictions (Figure 5). At low sample sizes (,
10 nights), slightly more species were captured when sampling was
restricted to the warmest summer nights, but at larger sample sizes
(.10 nights), slightly more species were captured when sampling
during the warmest nights of each month. With the latter,
‘WARMEST MONTHLY’ strategy, after 30 nights we captured
60% of all species when using the trap with the 250 W mercury
lamp, and 55% when using the trap with the 40 W ultra-violet
fluorescent tube.
Discussion
By analysing moth trap catches in relation to light source,
weather parameters and time of the year, our main findings are
Table 1. Standardised parameter estimates for the models of the effects of lamp type and climate on trap performance including
standard error (SE), 95% confidence interval (CI) and relative variable importance for moth species richness and abundance.
95% CI Relative variable
Estimate SE Lower Upper importance
Species richness
Lamp type* 20.159 0.022 20.159 20.159 1.00
Temperature (uC) 1.693 0.088 1.683 1.703 1.00
Air humidity (%) 20.040 0.073 20.138 0.057 0.41
Wind (m/s) 20.026 0.064 20.102 0.050 0.34
Precipitation (mm) 0.010 0.047 20.024 0.044 0.28
Intercept 2.624 0.106 2.625 2.627
Abundance
Lamp type* 20.248 0.010 20.248 20.248 1.00
Temperature (uC) 2.440 0.147 2.419 2.460 1.00
Air humidity (%) 20.460 0.154 20.560 0.360 0.99
Wind (m/s) 20.038 0.104 20.148 0.072 0.32
Precipitation (mm) 0.032 0.095 20.062 0.126 0.31
Intercept 3.819 0.186 3.817 3.820
* A negative estimate indicates catches with lower species richness or abundance in the trap with the 40 W ultra-violet black light bulb than in that with the 250 W
mercury bulb.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0092453.t001
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Figure 2. Nightly catches of moth species (a) and individuals (b). Different symbols represent different light sources (#= 250W;N= 40W) and
the line represents temperature.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0092453.g002
Figure 3. The number of species caught in each month with each light source, and the number of shared species between
consecutive months. The Jaccard and Simpson indices reflect similarities in species composition and species richness, respectively. Total species
richness for the period was 372 species.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0092453.g003
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that (1) observed species richness and abundance were affected
by the temperature and light source, (2) moth abundance
decreased with increases in air humidity, and (3) most moth
species were most active during the summer. With a low sample
size (,10 nights), slightly more species were captured when
sampling was limited to a few warm summer nights, but with
larger sample sizes, slightly more species were captured when
sampling was limited to the warmest nights in each month
(from March to October).
That the highest numbers of moths were captured during warm
nights is consistent with previous studies [20,36] and may be
attributed to the positive correlation between the activity of
ectothermic species and ambient temperature [44,45]. The finding
that air humidity was negatively correlated with moth abundance
conflicts with a previous report of positive correlations between air
humidity and numbers of both individuals and species captured
[35]. This discrepancy could be due to high humidity at night
often resulting in fog in our study area, which may limit trap
efficiency by reducing light from the traps and/or decrease moth
activity.
The trap with the mercury lamp was considerably more
effective in catching moths than the trap with the ultra-violet
fluorescent tube, in accordance with findings by Bates et al. [21].
However, the pattern conflicts with reports that more moths are
generally attracted to artificial light with relatively short wave-
lengths [35,46] as the fluorescent tube emitted light with shorter
wavelengths (300–460 nm) than the mercury lamp (400–600 nm).
The likeliest explanation for the difference in trapping efficiency is
the higher power of the mercury lamp (250 W vs. 40 W), and
hence greater contrast it provided between light from the trap and
background illumination [20].
Species richness per night was generally higher from mid-
May to the end of August. This may be because higher
temperature increases flight activity and the numbers present in
an area of both species and individuals [44,45]. In September,
both species richness and abundance were lower than in
summer nights with similar temperatures. Thus, the higher
species richness in summer is not only due to temperature per se,
but can be at least partly explained by the presence of more
species in the area during summer. Phenological variation in
species composition was high between months, especially from
April to May. One reason for this was that it was a transient
peak of nearly 6000 individuals of the genus Orthosia, (ca. 12%
of all recorded individuals) during the first week of April. This
peak was likely synchronized with the blooming of willow (Salix
spp.), the major floral resource in the spring and one of the
genus’ host plants [47], as timing of adult emergence is an
adaptive trait that depends on nectar availability and host plant
resources [48,49]. Thus, phenological factors, including adapta-
tions to nectar availability, seem to have a strong effect on
patterns of moth species richness and abundance.
Sampling during the warmest nights was more efficient than
sampling during the same number of randomly selected nights
Figure 4. Proportion of species with a peak in abundance in
each month.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0092453.g004
Figure 5. Sample-based rarefaction curves with 95% confi-
dence intervals generated from data obtained using four
sampling strategies and the traps with a 40 W black light bulb
(a) and a 250 W mercury lamp (b). The strategies were: ALL –
sampling during all nights (n = 225); SUMMER – sampling only in nights
in June, July and August (n = 92); WARMEST SUMMER – sampling only in
the warmest nights in June, July and August (n = 23); and WARMEST
MONTHLY – sampling only in the warmest nights in each month
(n = 56). Warm nights belonged to the warmest quartile of each time
period. The figure is restricted to a maximum of 100 sample nights.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0092453.g005
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without regards to temperature, because random sampling also
includes nights with poor conditions and therefore lower trap
catches. With a limited sample size it was slightly better to
concentrate sampling on the warmest nights of the summer, but
with larger sample sizes it was slightly more efficient to sample
over the entire season during the warmest nights of each
month. With a small sample size it is advantageous to take
samples when species richness is at its maximum, whereas larger
sample sizes can also include species that are only active in the
spring or autumn.
Sampling approaches used in ecological studies on moths vary
greatly. Sometimes samples are collected at regular intervals (once
per month or per week) [25,50,51], sometimes only on warm
nights [15,16,50], and sometimes irrespective of temperature or
temperature is not mentioned in reports [52–54]. The latter
strategy is problematic, given the strong effect of temperature
found in the present study. Furthermore, in studies where
sampling has been performed only above a predefined tempera-
ture limit, the limit has remained constant over the season
[12,51,55,56]. Often this means that sampling is concentrated in
the summer, which results in a sampling strategy similar to one of
the two optimum strategies that we identified.
Surveys of species richness and abundance are vital for assessing
the current status and trends of moth communities. For butterflies
in temperate regions that fly during the day, there are strict criteria
for the temperatures at which monitoring should be performed
[57], but no such criteria have been established for moths. Our
results suggest that temperature is the most important factor to
consider in moth trapping using light traps, and that temperature
requirements for sampling should be adapted to the time of year.
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Table S1.
(XLSX)
Acknowledgments
We thank Anke, Cordula and Holger Vogel, and Paul and Marie Ende for
help with the field work, Dieter Schottsta¨dt and Rolf Reinhardt for help
with species identification, Wiebke Weymann for comments on the
manuscript, and the Untere Naturschutzbeho¨rden in Do¨beln for giving
permission to conduct the study.
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: MF TR. Performed the
experiments: MF. Analyzed the data: DJ MF. Contributed reagents/
materials/analysis tools: DJ MF. Wrote the paper: DJ TR MF.
References
1. Gullan PJ, Cranston PS (2010) The Insects: An Outline of Entomology.
Chichester: John Wiley & Sons. 590 p.
2. Groombridge B (1992) Global biodiversity: status of the earth’s living resources.
London: Chapman & Hall. 585 p.
3. Schowalter TD (2011) Insect Ecology: An Ecosystem Approach. London:
Academic Press. 633 p.
4. Thomas JA (2005) Monitoring change in the abundance and distribution of
insects using butterflies and other indicator groups. Philos T R Soc B – Biol Sci
360: 339–357.
5. Kristensen NP, Scoble MJ, Karsholt O (2007) Lepidoptera phylogeny and
systematics: the state of inventorying moth and butterfly diversity. Zootaxa 1668:
699–747.
6. New TR (2004) Moths (Insecta: Lepidoptera) and conservation: background and
perspective. J Insect Conserv 8: 79–94.
7. Vaughan N (1997) The diets of British bats (Chiroptera). Mammal Rev 27: 77–
94.
8. Wickramasinghe LP, Harris S, Jones G, Vaughan Jennings N (2004) Abundance
and species richness of nocturnal insects on organic and conventional farms:
effects of agricultural intensification on bat foraging. Conserv Biol 18: 1283–
1292.
9. Fox R, Parsons MS, Chapman JW, Woiwod IP, Warren MS, et al. (2013) The
state of Britain’s larger moths 2013. Butterfly Conservation and Rothamsted
Research, Wareham, Dorset, UK. 32 p.
10. Franze´n M, Johannesson M (2007) Predicting extinction risk of butterflies and
moths (Macrolepidoptera) from distribution patterns and species characteristics.
J Insect Conserv 11: 367–390.
11. Groenendijk D, Ellis WN (2011) The state of the Dutch larger moth fauna.
J Insect Conserv 15: 95–101.
12. Jonason D, Franze´n M, Pettersson LB (2013) Transient peak in moth diversity as
a response to organic farming. Basic Appl Ecol 14: 515–522.
13. Franze´n M, Schweiger O, Betzholtz P–E (2012) Species-area relationships are
controlled by species traits. PLoS ONE 7: e37359.
14. Fuentes-Montemayor E, Goulson D, Park KJ (2011) The effectiveness of agri-
environment schemes for the conservation of farmland moths: assessing the
importance of a landscape-scale management approach. J Appl Ecol 48: 532–
542.
15. Summerville KS, Ritter LM, Crist TO (2004) Forest moth taxa as indicators of
lepidopteran richness and habitat disturbance: a preliminary assessment. Biol
Conserv 116: 9–18.
16. Merckx T, Feber RE, Dulieu RL, Townsend MC, Parsons MS, et al. (2009)
Effect of field margins on moths depends on species mobility: field-based
evidence for landscape-scale conservation. Agr Ecosyst Environ 129: 302–309.
17. Fayle TM, Sharp RE, Majerus MEN (2007) The effect of moth trap type on
catch size and composition in British Lepidoptera. Brit J Entomol Nat Hist 20:
221.
18. Intachat J, Woiwod IP (1999) Trap design for monitoring moth biodiversity in
tropical rainforests. B Entomol Res 89: 153–163.
19. Butler L, Kondo V, Barrows EM, Townsend EC (1999) Effects of weather
conditions and trap types on sampling for richness and abundance of forest
macrolepidoptera. Environ Entomol 28: 795–811.
20. Yela JL, Holyoak M (1997) Effects of moonlight and meteorological factors on
light and bait trap catches of noctuid moths (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae). Environ
Entomol 26: 1283–1290.
21. Bates AJ, Sadler JP, Everett G, Grundy D, Lowe N, et al. (2013) Assessing the
value of the Garden Moth Scheme citizen science dataset: how does light trap
type affect catch? Entomol Exp Appl 146: 386–397.
22. Fayle TM, Sharp RE, Majerus ME (2007) The effect of moth trap type on catch
size and composition in British Lepidoptera. Brit J Entomol Nat Hist 20: 221.
23. EASAC (2004) A user’s guide to biodiversity indicators. European Academy of
Sciences Advisory Council, The Royal Society, London, UK.
24. Leinonen R, So¨derman G, Ita¨mies J, Rytko¨nen S, Rutanen I (1998)
Intercalibration of different light-traps and bulbs used in moth monitoring in
northern Europe. Entomol Fenn 9: 37–51.
25. Truxa C, Fiedler K (2012) Down in the flood? How moth communities are
shaped in temperate floodplain forests. Insect Conserv Div 5: 389–397.
26. Baker RR, Sadovy Y (1978) The distance and nature of the light-trap response of
moths. Nature 278: 818–821.
27. Merckx T, Slade EM (2014) Macro-moth families differ in their attraction to
light: implications for light-trap monitoring programmes. Insect Conserv Div: in
press. doi:10.1111/icad.12068.
28. Manley C (2008) British Moths and Butterflies: A Photographic Guide. London,
UK: A&C Black. 353 p.
29. Skou P (1984) Nordens Ma˚lere. Ha˚ndbog over de danske og fennoskandiske
arter af Drepanidae og Geometridae (Lepidoptera). Copenhagen, Denmark:
Fauna bøger. 332 p.
30. Skou P (1991) Nordens ugler: ha˚ndbog over de i Danmark, Norge, Sverige,
Finland og Island forekommende arter af Herminiidae og Noctuidae
(Lepidoptera). Stenstrup, Denmark: Apollo Books. 568 p.
31. Skinner B (2009) Colour Identification Guide to Moths of the British Isles:
(Macrolepidoptera). Stenstrup, Denmark: Apollo Books. 336 p.
32. Nowacki J (1998) The Noctuids (Lepidoptera, Noctuidae) of Central Europe.
Bratislava: Frantisˇek Slamka. 91 p.
33. Leraut P (2009) Moths of Europe: Geometrid moths. France: Napeditions. 795
p.
34. Fowler J, Cohen L, Jarvis P (2013) Practical Statistics for Field Biology.
Chichester, UK: John Wiley & Sons. 265 p.
35. Van Langevelde F, Ettema JA, Donners M, WallisDeVries MF, Groenendijk D
(2011) Effect of spectral composition of artificial light on the attraction of moths.
Biol Conserv 144: 2274–2281.
36. McGeachie WJ (1989) The effects of moonlight illuminance, temperature and
wind speed on light-trap catches of moths. B Entomol R 79: 185–192.
37. The R Foundation for Statistical Computing (2013). Vienna, Austria.
38. Bates D, Maechler M, Bolker B (2012) lme4: Linear mixed-effects models using
S4 classes.
39. Barton´ K (2012) MuMIn: multi-model inference.
40. Gelman A, Su Y-S, Yajima M, Su MY-S, Matrix I (2013) Package ‘‘arm’’.
Surveying Moths Using Light Traps
PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 6 March 2014 | Volume 9 | Issue 3 | e92453
41. Grueber CE, Nakagawa S, Laws RJ, Jamieson IG (2011) Multimodel inference
in ecology and evolution: challenges and solutions. J Evol Biol 24: 699–711.
42. Petanidou T, Kallimanis AS, Tzanopoulos J, Sgardelis SP, Pantis JD (2008)
Long-term observation of a pollination network: fluctuation in species and
interactions, relative invariance of network structure and implications for
estimates of specialization. Ecol Lett 11: 564–575.
43. Koleff P, Gaston KJ, Lennon JJ (2003) Measuring beta diversity for presence–
absence data. J Anim Ecol 72: 367–382.
44. Mellanby K (1939) Low temperature and insect activity. Proc R Soc London B –
Biol Sci 127: 473–487.
45. Holyoak M, Jarosik V, Novak I (1997) Weather-induced changes in moth
activity bias measurement of long-term population dynamics from light trap
samples. Entomol Exp Appl 83: 329–335.
46. Somers-Yeates R, Hodgson D, McGregor PK, Spalding A, ffrench-Constant
RH (2013) Shedding light on moths: shorter wavelengths attract noctuids more
than geometrids. Biol Lett 9.
47. Elmquist H, Liljeberg G, Top-Jensen M, Fibiger M (2011) Sveriges fja¨rilar: en
fa¨lthandbok o¨ver Sveriges samtliga dag- och nattfja¨rilar. Sweden: Bugbook
publishing. 749 p.
48. Shapiro AM (1975) The temporal component of butterfly species diversity. In:
Cody, M.L. and Diamond, J.M. (eds), Ecology and Evolution of Communities.
Harvard University Press. 181–195 p.
49. Ehnstro¨m B (2011) Sa¨lg: livets viktigaste frukost. Uppsala, Sweden: Centrum fo¨r
Biologisk ma˚ngfald. 96 p.
50. Summerville KS, Crist TO (2003) Determinants of lepidopteran community
composition and species diversity in eastern deciduous forests: roles of season,
eco-region and patch size. Oikos 100: 134–148.
51. Merckx T, Feber RE, Riordan P, Townsend MC, Bourn NA, et al. (2009)
Optimizing the biodiversity gain from agri-environment schemes. Agr Ecosyst
Environ 130: 177–182.
52. Ra´kosy L, Schmitt T (2011) Are butterflies and moths suitable ecological
indicator systems for restoration measures of semi-natural calcareous grassland
habitats? Ecol Ind 11: 1040–1045.
53. Grant BS, Cook AD, Clarke CA, Owen DF (1998) Geographic and temporal
variation in the incidence of melanism in peppered moth populations in America
and Britain. J Hered 89: 465–471. doi:10.1093/jhered/89.5.465.
54. Littlewood NA (2008) Grazing impacts on moth diversity and abundance on a
Scottish upland estate. Insect Conserv Div 1: 151–160.
55. Fuentes-Montemayor E, Goulson D, Cavin L, Wallace JM, Park KJ (2012)
Factors influencing moth assemblages in woodland fragments on farmland:
Implications for woodland management and creation schemes. Biol Conserv
153: 265–275.
56. Slade EM, Merckx T, Riutta T, Bebber DP, Redhead D, et al. (2013) Life-
history traits and landscape characteristics predict macro-moth responses to
forest fragmentation. Ecology 94: 1519–1530.
57. Pollard E (1977) A method for assessing changes in the abundance of butterflies.
Biol Conserv 12: 115–134.
Surveying Moths Using Light Traps
PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 7 March 2014 | Volume 9 | Issue 3 | e92453
